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The purpose of this thesis was to conduct a study regarding new business model of the social 
enterprises. There are two sub-studies of this topic, the first one aims to gain insights of how 
social enterprises are adapted in Finland as a new business model. The other one was about 
the sustainable factors of social enterprise.  
 
The study clarified that social enterprises emerge as a solution to integrate co-operatives and 
non-profit organizations. The model used in the study, which is thought to be more applicable 
for social enterprises sector in Finland, was adapted from EMES-European Research Network 
(European Union network that studies the emergence of social enterprises in Europe). In addi-
tion, a more careful study of Work Integration Social Enterprises sector in Finland was con-
ducted to have deeper understanding of how Finnish Government’s support for social enter-
prises has been reflected in the policies.  
 
Regarding sustainability factors, three core values of sustainability, the triple bottom line of 
sustainability, have been examined during the study to prove their relevance for social enter-
prises. In addition, social enterprise’s sustainability continuum has also been studied. Based 
on the results of the study, it is suggested that every social enterprise should apply the triple 
bottom line as its core values in order to achieve long-term viability and sustainability.  
 
For future study, the recommendation is to research on how to scale-up the size of the empir-
ical research in order to gain more information regarding the developing phase of the current 
social enterprises. In addition, these results can be useful as reference source for the future 
studies regarding scaling-up social enterprises sector in Finland. As for the potential or non-
official social enterprises, it is suggested also have further research on their business model, 
and to utilize Finnish infrastructure and policies to develop this sector in order to bring posi-
tive changes to the society. 
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1 Introduction
 
1.1 Thesis Background 
Social enterprise has become an increasing trend in developed countries as a solution for so-
cially not-for-profit organizations. However, the model is quite new and the concept of social 
enterprise and its impact vary from country to country depending on the country itself, as 
well as the school of thought. For that reason, there should be more studies conducted in or-
der to have a deeper discussion about this new business model.  
 
In addition, although there are many perspectives need discussing regarding this model, the 
question of sustainability appeals to be the most important matter to analyze of a social en-
terprise. Whether or not this new trend will last in long run is a paramount question for all 
the stakeholders, no matter they are the business owners itself, policy-makers, or wage earn-
ers or the unemployed. To reason for that, sustainability reflects the relevance of enterprises 
to the society in which it is operated and how the business strategies are applicable to gener-
ate profit for social purposes. This discussion is relevant for any nation that considers social 
enterprises as a new trend for sustainable development.  
 
While considering Finland in particular, two sectors are likely to be more applicable for this 
model. Firstly, it is social welfare system of which play an important role in ensuring the ade-
quate support from the society and its people. The question of how those organizations can 
sustain them and bring supports to underprivileged people in the society simultaneously lead 
them to the uniting form of social enterprises. Secondly, the fast growth of Finland as a start-
up’s hub requires its member’s organizations to come up with a common direction for sustain-
ability. In addition,the contemporary context of the fast changing world drives organizations 
to utilize their business solution to help reduce the deterioration of modern life. This comes 
to the idea of social enterprise within the context of sustainability. Thus, it can be seen that 
sustainability of a social enterprise changes depending on the stage of development of the 
organization. For this reason, this thesis will aim at studying more precisely about sustainabil-
ity issue of social enterprises, specified in Finnish social enterprise sector with a purpose of 
gaining deeper insight about the question of sustainability in business world. 
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1.2 Research Problem 
The concept of the social enterprise has established earlier in 1980s (Kostilinen & Pättiniemi 
2013, 40). In the early stage before the emergence of this concept, social and environmental 
well-being was mainly delivered by non-profit sector while business sector is aiming for profit 
when operating its business. However, the fast changing world has results in bigger burden of 
social well-being for public sector, requiring much more complex and various social systems to 
settle the issues. This need led to the emergence of social enterprise.  
 
Social enterprise is a “tempting” yet new and not well- defined concept, regardless the fact 
that the foremost ambition of every social enterprise is to bring social benefit to people in 
the society. According to Luukko (2010,15) in one study about social enterprise, the fact that 
concept of social enterprise is not clearly defined decreases its temptation to customers as 
they cannot differentiate its key factors apart from other ethical operators. 
  
In Finland, The idea of social enterprise is has not been known until 90’s (Kostilinen & Pätti-
niemi 2013, 40). Finland has over 4000 organizations regarded themselves as social enterpris-
es due to their social goals (Lija & Manki 2010,18 cited in Kostilinen & Pättiniemi 2013,44).It 
is said that the social welfare state and public sector has strong impact in Finnish society. 
However, reliability of public sector has been declined recent days. Public sector is not capa-
ble of providing all the need of different types of individualized well-being services. Social 
enterprise appeals to be the solution to overcome all the consequences that may effects the 
welfare state. Then, the question arisen is of how such new business concept can be success-
fully integrated in the long-existing welfare system of Finland. Also, As the concept is quite 
new  and not so well-defined, the models varies significantly basing the issues targeted or 
geographically, it comes to the question that how this concept can be sustainable in a specific 
business model and in the fast changing world. Will there be any other implication for this 
business concept to other types of business.  
 
The study of this topic aims at discussing factors that create sustainable social enterprises.  
On the other hand, examine the question whether a social enterprise can maintain its impact 
in society over time. 
 
1.3 Research Objectives 
 To understand the concept of social enterprise model and how it is operated to solve 
social challenge 
 To study  about factors that make social enterprises sustainable   
 To find out the current stage of Finnish social enterprises toward sustainability and 
challenges they are facing 
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1.4 Research Questions 
 How do social enterprises position themselves in the market?  
 How can sustainability be built from the first stage of a social enterprise?  
 What are the challenges the social enterprises facing regarding sustainability? 
 
1.5 Key concepts 
 
Social Enterprise: 
There are two concepts of social enterprises used in Finland. 
Social Enterprise 1(in Finnish: yhteiskunnallinen yritys): According to Social Enterprise UK (no 
date), Social enterprises are associative initiatives that bring social and environmental impact 
through business activities. In other words, the profit generated from the social enterprises 
are not distributed to capital investors, it is invested into the members and the society in-
stead.  
Social Enterprise 2(in Finnish: sosiaalinen yritys): According to EMES, Social enterprises are 
established with the explicit aim to empower the community, usually initiated by group by a 
group of citizens and in which material interest of capital endowment is limited( Nyssens 
2006,5). The company has to fulfill certain criteria defined by the law. These criteria are re-
lated to, for instance, employment regulations and to employees' rights, and are discussed in 
more detail in section 2.2. 
In this thesis the second types of social enterprise will be discussed.  
 
Third sector organizations (TSOs): 
Third sector, or tertiary sector, is used to describe the set of organizations, which are neither 
public nor private sector. Third sector creates a voluntary and community organizations, 
which are an intermediary space between business and government. Third sector includes 
both registered charities and other organizations such as associations, self-help groups and 
community groups, social enterprises, mutual and co-operatives. It enables public good 
through private energy. (National audit office, no date). 
 
Sustainability:  
Oxford Learner dictionary defines Sustainability with two concepts: The first one would be 
the cognitive consumption of natural products to satisfy human being’s need that does not 
harm the environment, as well as the ability for future’s generation meet their need. On the 
other hand, Sustainability demonstrates the ability to exist and continue in a long run. In the 
context of the thesis, the discussion of sustainability will refer to the viability and develop-
ment of social enterprises in long term.  
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1.6 Delimitations 
The purpose of this thesis is to conduct a study of social enterprises as a new trend for entre-
preneurs to start new business but also benefit the society at the same time.  The discussion 
will continues regarding sustainability of social enterprises. As sustainability is a big topic to 
discuss, the study will mainly focus on financial sustainability as well as the ability to leave 
long-term impact of such enterprises. However, as social enterprise is such a broad model and 
is structured differently in every country, this thesis will mainly focus only on Work Integra-
tion Social Enterprises (WISEs) in Finland.  
 
The methodology for this study is to do direct interview with people who have different back-
ground but have certain idea regarding social enterprises based on their experience and their 
activity related to social enterprises. However, as the resources are limited that may be diffi-
cult to reach many people of the target group, which limits in the scope of the study. It is 
suggested that future study regarding similar topic may conduct quantitative research of us-
ing survey to obtain more precise conclusion of the issues.  
 
2 An insight into Social enterprise and its emergence as a new business model  
In this thesis, the first part of literature review will present various studies to have a concrete 
understanding regarding social enterprise. Initially, there will be a review on the basic con-
cepts of social enterprise because this phenomenon is rather new and recently developed; the 
concepts are not yet unified clearly in different countries. In addition, the Finnish policy to-
ward this trend will be examined, accompanied by a study of Work Integration Social Enter-
prises in Finland as an overview of development of this sector in the country.  
 
2.1 Understanding the concpet of social enterprise  
 
The wide spread development of third sector organizations, in addition to increasing effort  in 
statistical work to measure their economic importance  have emerged a need to define those 
organizations specifically for better research and development later, speaking if this is the 
case for sustainable development. Felice Scalvini President of Cecop (the European Confeder-
ation of worker, service and social cooperatives and participative enterprises), in the review 
of a book: Social Enterprise, stated that Social Enterprises signify as a tool that enables sus-
tainable development and social protection for all citizens simultaneously. Thus, in order to 
pave the way for their full acceptance, it is crucial to understand their characteristics, dy-
namics and the potential in the long term.  
 
According to Defourny and Nyssens (2006, 7), there are two approaches to define organiza-
tions that are neither public nor private for-profit. The first one demonstrates a strong stand 
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of not-for-profit approach via the absolute absence of profit distribution in these organiza-
tions. On the other hand, the ‘social economy’ approaches emphasize on the consistency in 
commitment of those organizations to invest the profit in either their employees or larger 
collectivity instead of generating bigger profit for investors. (Defourny & Nyssens 2006, 8). 
 
In addition, social enterprise model can also be used as a connection between distinct com-
ponents of the third sector organizations. Previous research discussed that as a matter of 
fact, when it comes to study about third sector organizations, there are two sources of ten-
sion tend to repeatedly occur and  that can be hard to overcome. Firstly, it is the gap be-
tween the components, for example between most of the co-operatives (for profit) ones and 
non-profit ones such as grants, subsidies, non-monetary. The other tension is said to happen 
between mutual interest organizations and general interest organizations. The former in-
cludes co-operatives, mutual societies and a large number of associations whose purpose are 
to give the profit back to its members. The later, however, aiming to achieve wide-spread im-
pact in the society for example those who involve in for instance development co-operation, 
environmental protection, etc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Social enterprises, at the crossroads of the co-operative and the non-profit sectors 
(Defourny & Nyssens 2006,8) 
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Workers 
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The figure visualizes how social enterprises can be a bridge to link the components of third 
sector organizations and define its own stand. Two distinct spheres illustrate the first source 
of tension: The left sphere represents the co-operative tradition while the right one repre-
sents the tradition of non-profit associations. In addition, the second source of tension is also 
implied in this figure, although only partly. It is found within each of the two spheres; the 
general interest organizations tend to be locating toward the center, meanwhile mutual in-
terest ones tend to be located either on the left or on the right of the diagram.  
 
Social enterprises have an unifying role of generating a mutual attraction between the two 
spheres. By attaching itself to certain organizations within each sphere, social enterprises are 
defined as a specific group of third sector organizations, these organizations are closed to 
each other, regardless their legal form is co-operative base or associative base, which is pri-
marily depends in national legal mechanisms. 
 
The EMES European Research Network (Borzaga and Defourny 2001) carried out an ini-
tial research regarding social enterprises in 15 countries in Europe. According to EMES, Social 
enterprises are established with the explicit aim to empower the community, usually initiated 
by group by a group of citizens and in which material interest of capital endowment is lim-
ited.  
 
To be more specific, EMES has also defined criteria and indicators to measure social en-
terprises’ economic and social performance. There are four indicators used to measure the 
economic and entrepreneurial dimensions of social enterprises (Defourny & Nyssens 2006,5-
6): 
a) A continuity business operations, producing, selling goods and/or services 
 Unlike most of the traditional non-profit organizations, whose major activities are to 
advocacy or distributing the financial flows, social enterprises must directly involve in the 
production of goods or services and that should be considered as one of the viable criterion of 
the organizations. 
b) A high degree of autonomy  
Social enterprises are initiated autonomous project by a group of people on and thus 
governed by these people. Such social enterprises may receive public foundations but the 
percentage should not exceed thirty percent of the total revenue. As a consequence, the en-
terprises are not either directly or indirectly managed by any external authorities apart from 
their initiating owners.  
c) A significant level of economic risk 
People who operate social enterprises are aware of the total or partial economic risk 
they are incurring. It is inevitable for such associative initiatives to avoid such risk, as their 
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operational activities are significantly depends on the efforts of the members in the associa-
tions rather than external supporters.  
d) A minimum amount of paid work      
The activities in social enterprise can be either non-monetary or profitable ones. In 
other words, there can be a combination of volunteer and paid workers. In long term, in order 
to achieve a sustainable development, it requires each social enterprise to have a minimum 
amount of paid work for its workers. 
 
In addition, to measure the social viability of social enterprises, there are five criteria 
can be used (Defourny & Nyssens 2006,5-6).: 
e) An explicit aim to benefit the community 
Most of the social enterprises have a fundamental aim to benefit the community in 
general and their members in particular. In another point of view, social enterprises envision 
to promote social responsibility at local level.  
f) An initiative launched by a group of citizens 
Social enterprises in one way or another should be the collective dynamics outcome a 
particular group of people belongs to a community or group of like-minded people that share 
the common values or aim. And this figure of social of enterprises should be maintained over 
time. 
g) Decision-making power not based on capital ownership 
Decision making process in social enterprises is highly based on the principle of “one 
member, one vote”, especially the voting power in the governing body is ultimately inde-
pendent from the power of capital owners. In most the case, the decision making is distribut-
ed among the stakeholders of the associations.  
h) Creating a nature of participation, involved by the parties affected by the activities 
Operating processes in such social associative initiatives, either decision making or par-
ticipative management, are likely   to involve  more all stakeholders of the organization com-
paring to that of common cooperatives or non-profit ones. This is also an important dimension 
of social enterprises when it aims to advocate local democracy through business activity. 
i) Limited profit distribution 
Social enterprises, as mentioned create a bridge between the co-operatives and non-
profit sectors in the third sector world. This mean the distribution of profit is feasible in those 
organizations, but to a very limit extent to sustain the organizations and its members. Maxim-
izing profit behaviors for capital owners will certainly violate this viable criterion of a social 
enterprise.   
  
2.2 Business model of social enterprises in Finland 
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In Finland, there are 154 registered Social Enterprises (May 2010).According to the act 
on Social Enterprises issued by Finnish Parliament in 2004, any organization would like 
to register as a social enterprise has to be able to fulfill these criteria (Social enter-
prises in Finland website, no date):  
 
 The business has to provide at least thirty percent of its job opportunity to either the 
disable or long-term unemployed, meaning that minimum thirty percentage of very 
Finnish social enterprise personnel has to be disable people or a mix of those and 
long-term unemployed. 
 The employees have the similar rights comparing with working for other enterprise, 
meaning social enterprises provide their employees with working contract and collec-
tive minimum amount of fixed salary. 
 Fifty percentages of the revenues has to be generated from business production or ser-
vices. 
 Social enterprises have freedom to define their business products and services. 
 The working hours are at least 50 (person with disability) or 85 (long term-unemployed) 
% from full-time. 
 Social enterprises have freedom to enter open market. 
 An enterprise registered as social enterprise maintained by the Ministry of Employment 
and Economy. 
 Social enterprises are run according to the Act on Social Enterprises (1.1.2004, amend-
ments to the law came into force 1.5.2007). 
It can be implied from the act on social enterprises, which has been implemented in Finland, 
that Finnish government is likely to be aware of the impact. As a result, certain investment 
has been put into supporting this trend. In addition, it is clearly that Finnish government has 
defined a very steady direction for social enterprises in Finland, indicated for example  when 
requiring the minimum amount of thirty percentages of workers to be from the less endowed 
group of disable and long-term unemployed. Otherwise, an enterprise cannot register itself as 
a social enterprise. To say it clear, what it means to be able to use the status of “social en-
terprise” is that the enterprise will receive subsidy from government as a support for the op-
portunities they brought to their people and society. 
 
2.3 Work integration Social Enterprises in Finland 
 
As social enterprises are social initiatives to influence the society, it is understandable that 
the model can be flexibly implemented so solve a variety of social issues. Social enterprises 
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may be active to change the reality of issues ranging from reintegration of excluded groups 
from the labor market, social services for individual, urban regeneration, sustainable devel-
opment, to the provision of other public goods or service ( Defourny and Nyssens 2006,13). 
 
However, the targeted groups of social enterprises used in this thesis study are narrowed to 
Work Integration Social Enterprises (WISEs). The reason for this, as mentioned in the previous 
theoretical review, is that current Act on social enterprise sector in Finland has reflected that 
the Finnish government has significantly focused to help disadvantaged people and long-term 
unemployed to be integrated to the labor market. Taking the WISEs for a deeper studying 
would generate more relevant and various findings regarding those enterprises, with an aim 
to give an overview for future study or social entrepreneurs to have better understanding of 
Finnish social enterprises’ contemporary reality.   
 
Finnish WISEs are classified into two major groups. The first group is connected with associa-
tions for the disabled, namely:  
 Work centres (in Finnish: työkeskus)-centres that mostly owned by national or regional 
welfare associations or foundations. 
 Other Enterprises owned by the associations for the disabled (in Finnish: muut sosiaali-
anlan järjestöjen omistamat yritykset) 
The second group, on the other hand, is co-operatives, namely: 
 Labour co-operatives (in Finnish: sosicaalinen työosuuskunta)- co-operative self-help in-
itiatives 
 Social co-operatives for the disabled (in Finnish: vajaakuntoisten osuuskunta)- self-help 
initiatives supported by national or regional associations for the target group. 
Main type of WISE 
Enterprises connected to the 
associations for the disabled 
Co-operatives 
Subgroups 
Work cen-
tres* 
Other enter-
prises owned 
by the associ-
ations for the 
disabled 
Labor co-
operatives 
Social co-
operatives 
for the disa-
bled. 
Continuous production of 
goods and/pr services 
Yes Yes Yes Yes 
A high degree of autonomy 
Yes in most 
cases 
Yes in most 
cases 
Yes Yes 
A significant level of eco-
nomic risk 
Often not Yes Yes Yes 
A minimum amount of paid Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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work 
An initiative launched by a 
group of citizens 
Yes in most 
cases 
Yes Yes Yes 
A decision-making power 
not based on capital own-
ership 
No No Yes Yes 
A participatory nature, 
which involves the persons 
affected by the activity 
No No Yes Yes 
A limitied distribution of 
profits 
Yes in most 
cases 
Yes in most 
cases 
Yes Yes 
An explicit aim to benefit 
the community 
Yes 
Yes in most 
cases 
Yes in most 
cases 
Yes in most 
cases 
*Private work centres under the Invalid care Act. 
 Source: Pättiniemi (2006,159)  
Table 1: Different types of Finnish WISE and the criteria of the EMES definition of the social 
enterprise  
 
Table 1 demonstrates the result of a research carried out by Pättiniemi in 2004 to posi-
tion Finnish social enterprises in among the criteria of the EMES definition of the social enter-
prise.  According to the research, Pättiniemi indicated that though both groups of WISEs seem 
to meet the designated criteria for social enterprises, WISEs in co-operatives social enterpris-
es are more participative and independent because of their ownership structure as co-
operatives comparing associations for the disabled.  
 
Though it was not indicated in the illustration, Pättiniemi (2006, 158) also mentioned that 
there is a significant difference in the business operation between two groups. The co-
operatives, on the one hands, are newly-established enterprises, tend to focus more on ser-
vice sector, meaning provide various services to either enterprises or households because of 
lacking of support structures. Meanwhile, on the other hand, enterprises connected to the 
associations for the disabled are more structurally supported due to their long existence in 
the market. For this reason, the operational activities of such organizations are prioritized 
more on traditional industries for example wood, mental and textiles (Pättiniemi 2006, 158).  
 
Next, there will be a summary of an empirical research conducted among 15 WISEs in Finland 
to analyze the resources mix of each type of Finnish WISE (Pättiniemi 2006, 159). However, in 
this research, the group of ‘other enterprises owned by the associations for the disabled’ was 
not analyzed due to its large size but small number of the enterprises of this group.  
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Resource mix 
Economic per-
formance 
Sales 
Subsidies 
Resources from reciprocity 
To Private sector and 
individual customer 
To Public sector 
Non-
monetary 
aid 
voluntary 
work 
Types of WISEs KPI –turn over KPI-% of total sales 
KPI-% of total 
sales 
KPI-% of 
total in-
come 
KPI-% of to-
tal income 
KPI-% of total 
monetary re-
sources 
Enterprises connected to 
the associations for the 
disabled 
Work centres €2.2 million 64% 23% 9% 
Benefit the 
most, 19% 
on average  
Not significant 
Co-operatives 
Labour co-operatives €310,000 64% 23% 3-4% 4-21% 10% 
Social co-operatives for 
the disabled 
Not mentioned 64% 23% 92-400% 
Mainly from 
private re-
sources 
Not mentioned 
 
 
Table 2: Resource Mix of WISEs in Finland, Pättiniemi (2006,159-165)
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Table 2 (page 16) presents the resource mix of every type of Finnish WISEs in particu-
lar, specifically: 
In the group of labor co-operatives, the majority of income of this group came from its 
economic performance, meaning doing difference sales activities. Subsidies and non-
monetary aid played a minor role in the total income of these WISEs. Meanwhile, voluntary 
work was a significant tool to support their financial sustainability in the beginning phase.  
 
The second group of (work centres) is well-known for early establishment in the mar-
ket, thus having an endowment in the market. In these WISEs, subsidies and public donations 
are important resources for development. They play an essential part in the resource mix in 
most of the enterprises of this type. 
 
The last group was social co-operatives, which was substantially relying on subsidies 
and similar resources. This was indicated clearly by the fact that  donations contributed twice 
the amount of income from the market, meaning that without the support from foundations, 
it would have been impossible for those enterprises to operate.  
 
In general, the research concluded that the majority of analyzed WISEs were able to generate 
income and make profit. 25% of the interviewed organizations made losses. In most of the 
cases the surplus was invested to renew technical equipment, working capital or distributed 
to employees as dividends. There were no noticeable present of resources such as shares, 
stocks, bonds among the associations. Most of the enterprises have had monetary resources 
from sales activities, including sales to private person and enterprises as main customer, 
along with sales to public sector. Non-monetary aid, usually preferred to support of working 
space or office furniture, in some cases, were essential for the enterprises especially the new 
start-up ir ones experiencing difficult period of change.( Pättiniemi 2006,163) 
 
3 Sustainability of social enterprises 
 
3.1 Triple bottom-line sustainable business 
 
Social enterprises, like other businesses sectors, are also aiming for sustainability. Yet in a 
complex fast changing world, the standard for sustainability seems to cross beyond the bot-
tom line of the traditional measures of profit, return on investment and shareholder value. In 
addition, the practice of measuring and evaluating how much an enterprise is sustainable is 
still a challenge. (Slaper & Hall, 2011). 
 
3.1.1 Introduction of Triple Bottom Line  
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According to Slaper and Hall (2011), in mid 1990s, John Elkington introduced a new frame-
work for sustainability measurements for different organizations,ranging from businesses, 
governments to non-profit, called Triple Bottom Line (TBL). What differs TBL from the tradi-
tional measurement of sustainability is that apart from measuring profit performance, TBL 
supports sustainability by the measuring the interrelated performance of 3 dimensions: So-
cial(People), Economic(Profit) and Environmental(Planet). This explains why TBL is also called 
the 3Ps of sustainability, standing for: People, Planet and Profit.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: The Triple bottom line of business sustainability  
 
TBL, in general, provides a flexible accounting framework for various business sectors to as-
sess their sustainability performance basing on their particular needs. The paradox of TBL is 
that there is no “universal standard method for measuring TBL” (Slaper & Hall,2011) because 
the common unit used to measure sustainability is not available, which is an advantage and 
disadvantage. This fact is an advantage because it gives companies freedom to set their own 
standard for performance. On the other hand, the absence of common measuring unit creates 
concerns regarding measuring sustainability within one performance respectively and collec-
tively in the interrelated dimensions. For instance, if a company would like to measure the 
sustainability of its social performance, what will be standard unit or index to measure within 
this dimension, and how it is equally balanced with other two dimensions supposing that they 
are all equally interrelated. 
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Slaper & Hall (2011) suggested one solution for calculating TBL is to monetizing all dimensions 
of TBL, meaning to pricing the value of environmental and social performance for example, to 
achieve the common unit for TBL measurement. The challenge for this method is to set the 
accurate price for social and environmental performance.  
 
In addition, TBL can also be calculating basing on an index standard. This way, comparisons 
between companies, projects, etc can be conducted by eliminating the incompatible units 
issue, indicating the outweigh performance of one entity over others or vice versa. In this 
case, the metrics that go to the index can vary depending on the level of business, type of 
project or geographic scope of the companies. Finding applicable data and evaluating how 
much it contributes to the sustainability is also another challenge to tackle. Despite those 
mentioned challenges, TBL framework is likely to provide organizations a better assessment 
for their long-term decisions. 
 
3.1.2 Pursuing triple bottom line of social enterprises 
 
TBL is the new accounting framework that supports organizations for better sustainability. 
While traditional businesses are mostly focusing on the Profit dimension and Non-profit are 
pursuing the social performance, Social enterprises are described as double or triple bottom 
line organizations as they practice at least altruism and commercial discipline simultaneously. 
Most of the social enterprises aim to pursue TBL for their sustainability from outset and this is 
highly acknowledged among social entrepreneurship experts and professionals. In 1979, Duff 
& Bull (2011, 62) referred to a research of Spreckley (2008,4),which defined social enterprises 
embracing TBM framework, emphasized on personal, environmental and social benefit.  
 
As discussed in the previous chapter Nyssens (2006, 8) described social enterprises as inter-
section between non-profit and cooperatives, it is obvious that in those organizations the so-
cial and economic performance have been set as the cornerstone, or the purpose, of the or-
ganizations. In addition to this, the incorporation of environmental dimension into their core 
activities is also one main goal of social enterprises. For instance, Mifuko Oy, a Finnish fashion 
company, employs disable people and HIV-possible craftsmen in Kenya to make its products 
with are designed by Finnish designers (Mifuko website, no date). The company purpose is to 
provide more job opportunities for disable Kenyan artisans. The materials used to make these 
products are mainly recycled materials or chemical-free. The manufacture process also in-
cludes traditional skills and techniques that does not harm the environment or consume much 
of energy. From this example, it can be seen that environmental impact is also one focus of 
the company, accompanied with social and economic impact.     
 
 20 
On the other hand, the authors would assume according to result of this study, that there is 
another interpretation for TBL of social enterprises by presenting the three core features of 
social enterprises. The firstly, social enterprises always aim at achieving a social purpose 
(Planet), having an appropriate distribution of incoming from business operations (Profit) to 
invest into their members (People). 
 
3.2 Sustainability of social enterprise 
 
3.2.1 Viability and Sustainability 
In the context of Social Enterprises, sustainability is not only the financial capacity to endure 
for long run but also its social impact over time whether or not it is able to achieve the goal, 
meaning the social impact (Burkett, n.d). As mentioned in the previous part, social enterpris-
es aim to pursue the double or triple bottom line of sustainability from the beginning when 
they are formed, it is to ensure social purpose (or the impact) and financial sustainability.  
Therefore, sustainability of social enterprises has two sides. Both concepts are equally im-
portant and it cannot be separated while sustainability comes into account. In other words, 
sustainable enterprises should be able to demonstrate both social impact and operational 
outcomes over a period. Moreover, it is crucial for organizations to understand that social 
enterprises cannot be sustained and grow unless its viability is proofed. 
 
When considering of financial sustainability, it can be furthermore divided into three levels 
(Burkett, n.d) including operational Sustainability, Financial sustainability and balance sheet 
sustainability. In addition, a social enterprise cannot be sustainable unless it is able to proof 
its relevance in the both commercial market and society, meaning to be able to bring an posi-
tive impact to society and finance itself from products or services selling. These are called as 
impact viability and operational viability of social enterprise.  The following table (table 3) 
will outline the viability and sustainability continuum of a social enterprise from outset, aim-
ing to achieve impact sustainability eventually. 
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Table 3: Viability and Sustainability continuum of social enterprises, Burkett (no date, 1) 
 
3.2.2 Impact viability 
As discussed, Social enterprises are set to maximize the impact in relation to social purpose. 
This means the social purpose is one of the key elements for one social enterprise to exist. 
The paramount question one social entrepreneur should ask him or herself when founding a 
social enterprise is that if the enterprise has a concrete social purpose. In addition, if this 
purpose can only be achieved by social enterprise model. How much does it fulfill social 
needs comparing to other non-profit model? On the other hand, whether viability can be 
proved in achieving the intended impact either qualitatively or quantitatively is another is 
another question to answer to define the viability of a social enterprise (Burkett 2010,1). 
Therefore, the authors would like to conclude that in terms of impact viability, social enter-
prises should ensure the best solution for targeted impact.  
 
3.2.3 Operational viability 
Operational viability of a social enterprise means that the enterprise is able to maintain its 
social impact through business activities. In other words, the most important thing is to find 
out whether business line of social enterprise is feasible or not in the long term. This means 
the organization has to be able to afford all the operational expenses through the revenue 
earned from selling products and services (Burkett 2010,1). 
 
3.2.4 Operational sustainability 
This is the ability to cover the operational cost not only from the beginning but also for a long 
term plan. When considering operational sustainability, every social enterprise should assure 
its capability to endure operational cost and all other related overheads over time through 
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business operations. Not only in the present situation but in also Social enterprise should be 
able to project and manage its operational cost into future and reach financial commitment 
over time. (Burkett 2010,1) 
 
3.2.5 Financial sustainability 
The basic concept of sustainability is to generate efficient profit or surplus over time to en-
sure the ongoing growth of the enterprise. To maintain this surplus, enterprises need to have 
adequate plans , strategy  and projection in a way that will help the organization to shape 
their financial future. The available resources should be optimized to its higher level effec-
tively and efficiently to ensure to increase profit. In order to sustain a social enterprise finan-
cially, the concept of four fundamental pillars of financial sustainability (Leon, 2001) can be 
implemented.   
 Strategic and financial planning 
 Income diversification 
 Sound administration and finance 
 Own income generation 
To briefly explain the four pillars of financial sustainability, initially, there should be a sound 
plan. As sustainability cannot be achieved within one day, it is a long-term process in con-
trast, therefore a well-prepared financial plan is essential for any organization.  Any organiza-
tions without clear vision and strategic plan cannot be sustained in competitive world. For 
this, organization should have dynamic financial plan to determine whether or not the availa-
ble resources are sufficient to achieve the target set in strategic plan. In addition, admin-
istration has a vital role to manage the available resources so that they generate income. In 
any organization, governance always play an irreplaceable role in every aspect of one organi-
zation, either financially or operationally to sustain the organization. In or der to be sustaina-
ble, administrators of one social enterprises have to attain the full knowledge acquired, ac-
companied with the reality, to be able to fully drive the organization and make sound finan-
cial decision.   
 Thirdly, managers of an organization should be able to diversify their income sources.  
It is because the ability to diverse income is directly proportional to the sustainability of an 
enterprise. As the organization will be more vulnerable when the income is highly dependent 
on one source, diversifying income will diverge financial risk even when one source of income 
is not stable. Lastly, as a social enterprise in is important that the organization is able to 
generate its own income. It is acceptable to have several sources of incomes. However, in the 
long-term sustainability, own income, especially from commercial, should be a priority for 
social enterprise. Otherwise, the viability of social enterprise will be jeopardized, causing 
confusion between social enterprises and non-profit.  
 
 23 
3.2.6 Balance sheet sustainability 
When an enterprise achieves balance sheet sustainability, it starts to have savings and equity. 
The balance sheet reflects the entity’s assets and savings. It helps to predict company’s ca-
pability to encounter financial risk. Achieving sustainability in balance sheet also means hav-
ing enough reservation to confront several severe financial circumstances, for example when 
the major income is lost or when there is an economic recession.  
 
3.2.7 Impact sustainability 
The final stage that every social enterprise is aiming for is to get to the point of impact sus-
tainability. This means to be able to attain the social impact it envisions in the beginning. It 
can be said that impact sustainability is the test of time whether the enterprise is relevant to 
society needs or not. If the purpose is sound over time and is developing, that implies the en-
terprise achieves sustainability in impact. Thus, there should always be measurement or eval-
uation how impactful is the purpose of social enterprises contributes to the society.  
 
 
3.3 Influence of impact cost to social enterprises’ viability  
 
3.3.1 Impact costs and operating costs 
As for social enterprise business model, it is considered as “double-sided platform” of busi-
ness modelling when there is a variation between commercial aspect and social aspect of the 
business. In social enterprises, the aim is to facilitate capability to deliver sustainable impact 
through a viable business model (Burkett …7).In other words, social enterprises become an 
intermediary between impact and commerce. Therefore, it is essential to separate all aspects 
of social enterprises, including the costs, into two sides to be able to see how they interact 
and interrelated to each other.  
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Figure 3: Impact costs and operating costs of a social enterprise 
Source: Burkett 2010, 2 
 
The figure illustrates the division of costs within a social enterprise, categorized into 2 main 
groups: impact costs and operating costs 
 
 Impact costs: are costs that incur to viable impact. They may be costs for demonstrat-
ing impact, ethics costs, support and participation costs or capacity building costs. Impact 
costs are flexible and highly dependent on the nature of the purpose of social enterprises 
whether it is environmental, social or cultural. For instance, if a social enterprise’s purpose is 
to support explicit or disadvantaged people, impact costs will be used to support those peo-
ple to stay in the job. In such organization, the focused producing activities may require low 
level of skills, meaning margin of operation will relatively small. As a consequence, it will be 
very hard for impact costs to be covered by operating costs. However, in the longer term 
when the enterprise will have achieved financial sustainability and will able to afford the 
costs, it is possible that impact costs will be included in operational costs.  
 
 Operating costs: are necessary costs to keep the business running. They includes for 
examples production costs, wages for employees, administration and management and input 
cost. Those costs are usually depends on the nature and the scope of the business. In brief, 
they are the minimum amount of capital investment that need to sustain business. It is very 
important to differentiate between impact costs and costs of production because it would 
influence organization’s viability and sustainability in long-term. 
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3.3.2 Financial implications of social enterprises  
Financial implications of social enterprises reflect how different sources of income are di-
rected to cover the costs. According to Burkett (2010), in the context of newly established 
social enterprises, “sustainability” prefers to the ability of the organizations to be independ-
ent from grants and subsidy. It will be the best scenario when a social enterprise can operate 
solely with its operational activities. However, in most of the case, this can hardly be 
achieved in the first two or three years of establishment. Some enterprises cannot be entirely 
independent from grant even for long term.  
 
The concern is that where income should be directed to so that it will not affect the viability 
of social enterprises in the business side. It is advised by Burkett(2010) that all grants and 
funding can be used to cover only the impact costs, not operational ones. In addition, a social 
enterprise has to be capable of meeting its own operating cost through commercial activities. 
For example, if a fashion company would like to employ disabled people as the impact model 
for its social enterprise, then all the subsidy from external sources should be used only for 
those people to ensure the purpose of the company. Other costs such as wages, advertise-
ment, or input cost should be paid by the business itself, in order to keep the social enter-
prise visible. Otherwise, the enterprise will just be a non-profit entity with social enterprise 
label. Thus, in order to ensure a social enterprise is viable and sustainable, it is very im-
portant that management level classify costs of such organizations into impact costs and op-
erating costs for better division of income.  
 
4 Empirical research 
 
4.1 Qualitative research 
The empirical research was conducted through qualitative method, by doing face-to-face in-
terviews. The targeted interviewees of this study were social entrepreneur and experienced 
leaders of non-profit organization which is aiming to grow as social enterprise. The reason is, 
this thesis conducts a study of social enterprise, which is a social phenomenon. Le (2013, 35) 
referred a study of Myer in 2009 that qualitative research is most suitable for such topic. 
Qualitative research, according to Myers (2009, cited in Le 2013, 35), is the best practice to 
apply for research-based study, when the students would like to research a particular topic in 
depth. In this case, especially when social enterprise is such a new topic that have various 
discussion toward it, but only few similar research on the topic were conducted.  
 
 
 
Nevertheless, there is a drawback in this research methodology, that is the credibility to gen-
eralize the result to a larger population (Myers 2009,9 cited in Le 2013,35). To avoid this 
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drawback, the authors of this thesis have delimited the scope of the study. To be more specif-
ic, the authors tried to avoid drawing any conclusion on the big population relating to the is-
sues basing on the qualitative research merely. On the other hand, the conclusions were made 
in comparison with official published information from reliable resources such as books. Sec-
ondly, interview questionnaire were designed with the purpose to understand more about so-
cial enterprise as a new concept and to know experienced people‘s opinion about this con-
cept. Questions of generalization have been limited as much as possible. Thirdly, the inter-
viewees were acknowledged about the purpose of this study and were aware to avoid giving 
generalized answers if they were not sure about the answered. They were all experienced 
people in this field so the credibility of the results was believed to be relatively high.  
 
4.2 Data collection 
The data for this study are records of the interviewes. The interviews were mostly structured 
interview of which interviewees answered designated questions regarding social enterprises 
from the authors. Although the interviews were mostly structured, they were slightly modi-
fied in the actual interviews, mostly to prevent repeating the similar questions when the in-
terviewee accidentally covered the answer of the next question in the previous session, also 
to avoid interfering the discussion stream. This method helps to eliminate irrelevant data 
from the interviews but interviewees also had freedom space to express their opinion as well.  
 
As mentioned earlier, the selected interviewees were experienced leader in social enterprises 
and start-up social entrepreneur.  The authors chose  targeted those young professionals s in 
order to analyze the trend of development of social enterprises, especially  in Finland. In ad-
dition, as the interviewees have been working in the field, they have done a lot research on 
the topic. Accompanied with their peer network, the authors believe that the data received 
was credible enough for this study.  Interview questionnaire and transcripts of the interviews 
can be found as appendices of this thesis.   
 
4.3 Data analysis 
The two interviews were conducted in English. First interview was transcribed into a 2258 
word document, while the second one was a 3356 word document. It can be seen that there 
was a considerable difference between the length of the interviews. However, the authors 
will not undermine one over another. Objectively speaking, having irrelevant information in 
qualitative research through interviews is usually inevitable. It is because every interviewee 
has his or her own way of expression in opinion depending on his or her cultural background, 
language skills and personality. Those subjective factors will be considered when analyzing 
the transcripts and will be compared with the available research before drawing any conclu-
sion.  
 
 27 
4.4 Profiles of interviewees 
 Interviewee number one: Shanshan Gong- President of AIESEC in Finland ( AIESEC Suomi 
Ry).  
 As a President of a student run organization, Shanshan is responsible for planning and 
implementation of strategy for the the completely Finland-wide organization. In addition, she 
also accounts for legality and analyzing the outcome figures of the organization to adjust the 
strategy. This proves the validity of the person as the leader of the organization which con-
siders itself as a social enterprise. 
 
Interviewee number two: Oladimeji Joseph Fakayode –Entrepreneur, Co-founder of 
Founders’ Cradle. 
Joseph Fakayode is an entrepreneur by passion and purpose, especially in education. 
He envisions empowering people through formal and informal education. As an expat educat-
ed in Finland, Joseph is currently helping a Finland-based global education technology startup 
build its business as well as enjoys pursuing Founder’s Cradle as social enterprise initiative. 
He shared his ultimate aim was to “contribute to equality in the world by investing in entre-
preneurship education, leadership and infrastructure development in all capacity”.  
                                          
4.5 Profiles of the companies 
First organization: AIESEC in Finland (AIESEC Suomi ry)- a registered organization managing 
and supporting its members organizations, meaning AIESEC local comittees in different Uni-
versities across Finland. AIESEC in Finland is a member entity of AIESEC network, existing in 
124 territories. AIESEC is a student-run organization and provides young people with a plat-
form to develop their leadership potential. Shanshan (2014) explained that AIESEC  is regis-
tered as a not-for-profit, non-governmental-organization. However, AIESEC is working toward 
become a social enterprise because it has different packages of products to offer to the cus-
tomers as one of its activities in order to generate profit to sustains the organization in the 
long term.   
 
Second organization: Founders’ cradle-was a social enterprise initiative. What FC tried to do 
is that to provide a platform for entrepreneurs to accelerate their business ambitions, ac-
companied with resources regarding finance, knowledge and kind of tools that well hope 
them to grow their business. The initial idea is to use several foundations to invest on people 
by organizing an educational platform for those people, delivered by experts and profession-
als in entrepreneurship. The program is an eight-week acceleration program where they bring 
people with different expertizes. The platform was created for people with different back-
ground, business and all kinds of skills to come together to form a business. In this eight 
weeks, the concept called lean Launchpad which is a methodology of building business will be 
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introduced to people. After eight weeks, people would be mentored and would be confident 
enough to start their business initiative.  
 
4.6 Reliability and Validity 
Reliability of qualitative research indicates the consistence of findings achieved by using data 
analysis techniques (Saunders et al 2009, 156). There are three questions that can be used to 
evaluate the reliability of data (Easterby-Smith et al.2008,109) : 
 Will similar results be yielded on other occasions? 
 Will other observers have the same observations? 
 Is there transparency how conclusions were made from raw data?  
Although the two interviewees specialized in different field of social enterprises, there were 
many similarities received from the answered. This shows the consistency of the findings.  
 
However, there are also risks of credibility of a research, including subject or participant er-
ror, subject or participant bias, observer error, and observer bias (Robson 2002). The authors 
have tried to minimize these threats by thorough discussion with interviewees during the in-
terview. The technique used was to rephrase interviewees’ opinion by author’s own under-
standing to double check if similar understandings were reflected.   
 
The interviews were arranged well in advance, the interviewees were not forced to partici-
pate the interviews in the conditions that were not favorable to their convenience. In con-
trast, the interviewees were given the interview questions, together with research’s  purpose 
well in advance so that they can prepare for the interviews. In addition, during the inter-
views, rephrasing of questions or discussion were always used in order to ensure the same 
level of understanding was attained by both interviewers and interviewees.  
  
Le (2013,38) cited a study of Saunders et al. (2009, 157-158), that the validity of findings is 
accounting to its similarity with the initial hypothesis how they were supposed to be. In addi-
tion, the research design was based on a flow of logic and a number of assumptions of which 
have been carefully examined.  
 
Moreover, Le(2013,39) mentioned one research of Robson (2002) about the threats to re-
search’s validity being history, testing, instrumentation, mortality, maturation, and ambiguity 
about casual direction. The validity of this research can be assured by on time organization of 
interviews. The interviews were conducted while interviewees are still in intensive involved 
in the field of the research content especially both of organizations are at its peak to develop 
and grow as social enterprises.  
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The generalizability, or external validity (Saunders et al 2009, 158) of this research was ade-
quate. The identification of the interviewees in different fields of the industry, together with 
their personal experience and network on the topic, has assured credibility to generalize the 
findings to certain extent. However, the authors has tried to avoid generalization to bigger 
population but chose to consult with the official information carefully instead. It would be 
more efficient if more interviews could have been conducted for this study. 
  
In brief, the study is believed to be valid and reliable due to the above mentioned reasons. 
The study design has been prepared carefully to relate to the research objectives and 
strengthen the findings from theories research. Interviewees’ identifications were relevant to 
the study’s topic. Finally, hypothesis and ambiguity during the interview were carefully dou-
ble-checked with interviewees and theories knowledge before any conclusions were made.   
 
5 Findings 
 
5.1 Understanding of social enterprises 
  From the interview, the interviewees have confirmed that their organizations were not 
officially registered as social enterprises according to Finnish’s regulation. Moreover, it seems 
that the interviewees have little knowledge of Finnish Policies on supporting organizations 
registered as social enterprises even though they were very familiar with funds for voluntary 
and start-ups organizations such as theirs. Nevertheless, second interviewees many times 
mentioned about organizations considered themselves as social enterprises basing on what 
they have been doing, but have not yet register themselves as social enterprises. The case 
was the same with the first interviewee.  
 
However, when asked about how the interviewees define a social enterprise, both people 
gave relatively similar answers when they defined social enterprise embracing the three Ps of 
triple bottom line model. To be more specific, the two interviewees emphasized on the im-
portance of understanding social enterprise as a double-sided platform, meaning to have par-
ticular Business side and Impact side. In other words, both organizations understand they 
have to make profit from their own product in order to sustain the organization and be able 
to deliver purpose at the same time.  
 
This draws to the concern of how Finnish government has directed the sector and how entre-
preneurs have considered this trend. As written from the beginning, Kostilinen & Pättiniemi 
(2013,44) asserted that there are around four thousands enterprises that can potentially be-
come social enterprises. This fact seems to be affirmative when both interviewees express 
their opinions of knowing many organizations implementing this model but not registered 
themselves as social enterprises. The question for the discussion would be why there is a big 
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gap between the actually social enterprises and those potential ones. Whether there needs to 
have better understanding about this trend for potential ones or how the government can uti-
lize this huge potential to benefit the society. Supposing that the government can have better 
strategy to be able to support more organizations, the impact that brought to the society 
would be massive.   
 
5.2 Business model and impact model 
The two interviewees were very knowledgeable about the core figures of social enterprises 
(Burkett n.d, 4): 
 Having a sound business model 
 The profit has to be invested to people of the organization 
 The enterprise is established to meet social needs, meaning to have a unique social 
purpose  
 
As for interviewee number one: the business model is selling different product packages to 
different stakeholders. For example, selling coaching and strategy support package to mem-
bers associations, or selling global internship programs for partner companies, or selling 
branding opportunities in “engage with AIESEC” programs. As for the social impact, AIESEC as 
an organization provides students a platform so that they develop themselves as a more dar-
ing leader and they contribute back to the society. It can be said the impact is not direct, but 
it long term, it helps to solve many burdening issues in the society because it helps to edu-
cate a more responsible generation of youth. Lastly, for the profit, 70% of the organization’s 
profit was earned from its own business operations and most of that was invest back to devel-
op people within the organization. For long-term, the organization does not make profit.  
 
According to the second interviewee, the business model that his social enterprise aims to 
implement is to develop entrepreneur by helping them with skills and knowledge, and support 
them in building the enterprises. The company will take shares from those enterprises which 
they will develop as one part of profit. The profit then will be invested back to develop new 
enterprises as well as member within the enterprise. The social impact is both direct and in-
direct. The direct one is that the social enterprise model helps to empower young entrepre-
neur to actualize their dreams of running sustainable businesses. Those empowered business 
will help to solve unemployment problem also social issues in Nigeria, which are the indirect 
impacts for the model.   
 
Both interviewees stated that both organizations is receiving or is applying for grant to sup-
port their activities. However, they both acknowledged of the amount and usage of grants. 
First interviewee mentioned for her organization grants did not exceed 30% of its income and 
usually directed to invest on the member, implying the income from grants was directed to 
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cover impact costs. In addition, second interviewee mentioned as his enterprise was in the 
beginning phase, the sponsor of from external stakeholders was crucial. Nevertheless, he 
acknowledge the importance for social enterprise to have a concrete model and sustain 
through that model and stated he would aim for that as much as he could.  
 
 
 
 
5.3 Sustainable factors 
 When discussed about sustainability of social enterprises, both interviewees discussed 
about the importance of achieving financial sustainability, especially to have a sound business 
model that can generate sufficient income to support organization’s activities. In addition, 
interviewee number two strengthened the essence of triple bottom line for social enterprises 
to achieve sustainability. He emphasized the social enterprises should always aim to achieve 
sustainability in all dimensions at the same time because they are all interrelated. The ab-
sence of one dimension may lead organizations to uncertainty or lose the nature of a social 
enterprise.  
 
In addition, the sustainability that social enterprise should strive for is the triple bottom line 
model of sustainability. However, in the short-term, that may vary depending on the develop-
ing stage of every enterprise. For example, AIESEC in Finland, according to first interviewee, 
to achieve sustainability in short term means to be independent from grants and foundations 
and increase the impact. Meanwhile, for second interviewee, to be sustainable for his organi-
zations at the point of the interview happened was to validate the business and make it via-
ble. Basing on the sustainability continuum of Burkett (n.d, 1), it can be seen that Founder’s 
cradle is at the beginning phase of the continuum when it aims to achieve impact viability, 
while that of AIESEC in Finland is Financial sustainability.    
 
5.4 Challenges facing in different phase of development 
Speaking about challenges when running social enterprises, there is common opinion between 
what have been shared by interviewees and the research of Pättiniemi (2004) on WISEs. Both 
sides stated the common challenge they are facing is to train employees and finding compe-
tent workers. As for WISEs, they are required to employed 30% of their employees from ex-
plicit and disadvantages people to meet the requirement of Finnish’s law to be an eligible 
social enterprise. It is understandable if it is challenging to find suitable people. In addition 
to that, the second interviewee stated that basing on Maslow’s Hierarchy of need, not al peo-
ple can think of solving a social problem is more important than securing their life first. Peo-
ple tend to think more about capitalism rather than philantrophy. Especially for social enter-
prise, the impact should be prioritized first, together with the fact that profit is mainly used 
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to support organization’s purpose rather than making profit as traditional businesses, this may 
reduce people’s temptation to work for in such enterprises. Nevertheless, as the second in-
terviewee mentioned, there was always exception. The solution for this challenge is to recruit 
truly altruistic people to work in the organization.Those are the people they social enterpris-
es need to recruit. When people understand the purpose of what they are doing, the result 
will be more opstimistic and it will reduce the burden for training.  
 
Both interviewees concerned about dependence on grants and subsidy will undermine the 
model of social enterprises. The reason for that, as social enterprise is considered as the in-
tersection between co-operatives and non-profits by achieving both features in the business 
model. Failing to sustain the organization financially from own income may return the organi-
zation to the nature of non-profit. Maintaining the commerce income at minimum 50% as re-
quirement of Finnish’s law or 30% as practice from AIESEC may be a good start to be inde-
pendent from grant for social enterprises later one. In addition, as Burkett(n.d 3 ) discussed 
in her study, social enterprise should always seperate operating costs from impact cost and 
direct the grant to cove the impact cost only in orefer to make organizations viable  as social 
enterprises. In the longer-term, social enterprise can invest in different activities to generate 
asset and equity. These are considered as reservation to achieve balance sheet sustainability 
and can be used to solve the problem of funding reliance,rather than making profit. 
 
 
6 Discussion
 
6.1 The potential social enterprises in Finland and Finnish’s policies of social enterprises 
 
Speaking about Finnish Government’s strategy on social enterprise, there are some discus-
sions around this direction, whether or not it will undermine associations’ motive to become a 
social enterprise.  
 
Firstly, it is believed that the strategy does not reduce the ability, as well as the impact of 
any organization that would like to become a social enterprise. In contrast, the Act on social 
enterprise, simultaneously, solving Finnish Government most burdening problem of society 
that social enterprises can be a solution and giving subsidy to such enterprises. In order 
words, an enterprise, which fulfills the criteria as social enterprise, will be able to register 
itself as a social enterprise. Registered social enterprises will get a financial subsidy from the 
government for its operation. The impact goes directly to the workers of the company who 
are specifically long-term unemployed and disable. In this case, the discussion would be: will 
organization, which does not employ those specific segmented group but bringing impact to 
the society in another way, still be considered as social enterprises? 
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The answer may seemingly to be that such organization can be considered as a social enter-
prise. Nevertheless, it will highly depend on how the enterprises would like them to be de-
fined as a social enterprise according to its stakeholders, and its ability to be financially sus-
tainable without government subsidy for social enterprise as well.  
 
The challenge here for the act on social enterprise is that if it is attractive enough to encour-
age entrepreneurs to develop the business as a registered social enterprise. The reason for 
that is, as a business model that brings impact to the society, social enterprises have a lot of 
freedom to define how they will influence their people and society. Consequently, there is a 
priority to recruit appropriate talents. In this case, the requirement to employ a fix number 
of people from the less endowed group may turn out to be a constraint of willingness to regis-
ter as a social enterprise in Finland. To be more specific, the main concern will not come 
from the competence to deliver results of the people, but rather the impact divergence. In 
other words, the particular aim of the social enterprise to benefit the society initially may 
either be changed or combined with the commitment once practicing Finnish act on social 
enterprise. This fact may likely to limit organization’s intention to join the social enterprise 
officially even though they are implementing this model in their organizations. 
 
The fact that Finland has created its own standards for organizations to be considered as so-
cial enterprises can be seen as a very positive sign for social enterprises to be fully accepted. 
Finnish strategy helps to unite current social enterprises to one direction while at the same 
time supports financially for them to be sustainable. It is a suggestion from this study that for 
the long-term there should be amendment on the strategy so that it will encourage more and 
more organizations join the force, making the impact bigger to the society rather than limit-
ing the model to benefit only one specific small group of people. It is because there are more 
aspects from society that can benefit from this business model. In addition, the contemporary 
trend shows that more and more young entrepreneurs are aiming to build up social enterpris-
es to impact society in different ways, and those businesses need certain support from gov-
ernment to grow and sustain as well. 
 
In short, the strategy seems quite good for social enterprise sector in Finland at the beginning 
phase and it has been generating certain developments. What suggested to be improved is 
how to make the support more popular or more applicable among social entrepreneurs so that 
the trend of social enterprises is encouraging to develop more and more.  
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6.2  The diferrence between triple bottom line of a traditional business and that of a social 
enterprise 
Like the triple bottom line that most of traditional businesses are striving for, the triple bot-
tom line of social enterprises also consists of three factors: People, Planet and Profit. Howev-
er, there is a slightly different in this concept, most likely because of the point of view from 
people who works in social enterprise sector. The authors would like to discuss this topic bas-
ing on the outcome of the empirical research.  
 
Firstly, triple bottom line, on the one hand, is considered as the platform for any social en-
trepreneur to build up a social enterprise. In other words, it means triple bottom line is the 
core values of a social enterprise that decides its identification, or viability. Three dimensions 
of the triple bottom line have to be developed relatively in order for the organization to sus-
tain. On the other hand, for the traditional business, the paramount factor of the bottom line 
is the measurement of profit and lost. Even though there has been a shift to diverge the per-
formance to social and environmental aspects as well, it seems that some traditional busi-
nesses can hardly achieve triple bottom line equally in a short time.  
 
Furthermore, how 3Ps is considered in social enterprises is slightly different. Especially, the 
People in the social enterprises are more likely prefer to the people who involve with the or-
ganization directly or indirectly, usually the people who work within the organization to de-
liver the social impact. In addition, one significant part of the profit would be invested to 
those people rather than to distribute to capital owners in the case of traditional business. 
The Planet dimension in social enterprises is more covering than that of traditional business. 
Traditional market considers the Planet merely as environmental performance in sustainable 
development. For example, to consume energy efficiently, or to reduce carbon footprint 
would be purposes for traditional business to strive forward. In contrast, Planet side of social 
enterprise refers more to the environment that people are living in, including the society. 
Therefore, it is not only about ecological system merely, but it is also about the living envi-
ronment, the cultural and social purpose that social enterprises are aiming to better.   
 
6.3 Discussion of research questions 
There were three research questions posed initially in order to drive research objective, they 
were: 
 How do social enterprises position themselves in the market?  
 How can sustainability be built from the first stage of a social enterprise?  
 What are the challenges the social enterprises facing regarding sustainability? 
 
For the first research question, the authors would like to comment that social enterprises 
have great potential to develop in Finland, thanks to existing advance infrastructure as well 
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as supportive government policies. However, to fully develop and perform as a revolutionary 
business model is not yet achieved for social enterprises as one whole sector. It can been seen 
that comparing to the past, the trend has been unified and modified, by either social entre-
preneur and government to benefit Finnish society. In addition, on the one hand, there should 
be more alignment between government’s policies and actual need of support from this sec-
tor, so that more enterprises can fully perform and benefit back the society. In return, busi-
ness owners, or social entrepreneur, should understand government’s motive when creating 
policies on social enterprises, so that they can fully utilize the  support to boost their busi-
nesses.  
 
The second question of sustainability, as discussed throughout the study, has become the par-
amount matter of this business for it to be fully accepted and integrated into market. Com-
bining both the outcome of empirical research and knowledge acquired from theoretical re-
view, the authors would suggest business owners to have a very good understanding about the 
business model and impact model that they would like to implement as social enterprise. The 
business side and impact side have to be separated but related to each other in order to build 
up a cohesive structure that can be self-sustainable form grants but bring impact to society as 
a non-profit. Having understood the core values of a social enterprise will enable people to 
create its sustainability, starting with creating impact viability, meaning to actualize the so-
cial purpose of the enterprise, and develop further by developing the business model to 
achieve financial sustainability. In addition, as a suggestion, social entrepreneur can use the 
business model canvas for social enterprise written by Ingrid Burkett with the emphasis on the 
separation between business and impact in order to build better viability and sustainability 
for social enterprises.  
 
Lastly, every social enterprise has its own challenges depending on the business nature and 
developing phase in particular. Nevertheless, in general, social enterprises as a sector has 
several common that most of them are facing or will face. Firstly, it is the difficulty to recruit 
competent and suitable talents. Social enterprise has a very special nature that it requires 
people who lead the social enterprise not only to be competent people, but also altruistic 
people who care for the sustainable development of the society over their own material 
need. Secondly, many social enterprises are said to be depending on grants, which may jeop-
ardize their viability. Without capability to be self-sustainable, social enterprises a believed 
to be “another layer of non-profit under an enterprise façade” (Burkett no.date,3). Last, 
many have yet been successful to validate their organizations as social enterprise though they 
have considered themselves using this model. Becoming a registered social enterprise may be 
optional for some enterprises, but for the sector as a whole, having more members will cre-
ate better voice of social enterprise to bring bigger impact. For those who are not yet recog-
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nised, it would be a chance for them to go through the business model to ensure they have 
the essence of social enterprise in order to function fully as one.  
 
 
 
7 Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, two main topics of social enterprises covered in this thesis. First topic was to 
study about social enterprise as a new business model, and how it is adapted in Finland. The 
other one targeted at the sustainability of social enterprise. Both studies have brought cer-
tain results of the study.  
 
For the first topic, the study clarified social enterprises emerge as solution to integrate be-
tween co-operatives and non-profit. The model used was adapted from EMES- that was more 
applicable for social enterprise sector in Finland. In addition, a deeper study of Work Integra-
tion Social Enterprises sector in Finland was conducted to have a better idea how Finnish 
Government’s support for social enterprises been reflected in the policies.  
 
Secondly, regarding sustainability factors, the authors suggest that every social enterprise has 
to be built on the triple bottom line as its core value in order to achieve viability and sustain-
ability in longer-term. The Triple bottom line of social enterprises refers to the intersection 
among People, Planet, and Profit dimensions of one enterprise. Long-term sustainability will 
be accomplished if social enterprises can achieve financial sustainability from the business 
side and impact sustainability from the impact side of the enterprise.  
 
The authors would like to suggest for future study to scale-up the size of the empirical re-
search in order to gain more information regarding the developing phase of current social en-
terprises. In addition, this study result can be used as reference for study regarding scaling-up 
social enterprise sector in Finland. As for the potential or non-official social enterprises, the 
authors would suggest to have a more careful research on their own business model and uti-
lize Finnish infrastructure and policies to develop this sector in order to bring bigger impact 
to the society.   
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Appendix 1 
 
Interviewing questionnaire:interviewee #1 
 
A. General understanding 
1. What is the business model of this company/enterprise/organization? 
2. How do you define a social enterprise? 
3. Why do you think this company/enterprise/organization is a social enterprise basing on 
this definition? 
4. Do you think this business model as a social enterprise is the same or different compar-
ing to the majority of social enterprises in Finland? What is the similarity/difference? 
5. What do you think is the impact brought to the society by this business model? 
 
B. Sustainability of a social enterprise 
1. How does  the company/enterprise/organization sustain itself ? 
2. According to you, what makes a social enterprise sustainable? Is this still applicable for 
long-term? 
3. Do you think the sustainability that we are discussing will be the same with other social 
enterprises? If not.  Why? 
4. How does sustainability differ in short term and long term?  
 
C. Future of social enterprise 
1. What comment would you say about the current development stage of social enterprise 
in Finland? 
2. What trend you can predict  in this development? 
3. Will the sustainable factor remain the constant or it will be different? What will be the 
difference? 
4. What will be the next stage of social enterprise in Finland? 
5. What are the possibility and challenge if a social enterprise would like to expand to 
other territory ? 
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Appendix 2 
 
Interview transcribe 
 
A. General understanding 
1. What is the business model of this company/enterprise/organization? 
The business model of AIESEC in the national level as separate entity, we have 
3 main actitivities. One activity is to support our membership organizations, 
meaning local committees to do exchanges(selling internship experience) ,we 
charge service fee from them, And then we do direct exchange, meaning do-
ing nation trainee nominee sales. And thirdly, we run engagement activities 
with the company for example Youth to business forum or other companies 
come to our national conferences.  
 
2. How do you define a social enterprise? 
I think social enterprise means that we are gaining profit by the main service 
or product that we are providing to our custormer. So the main sources of in-
come dosent come from other activities that se do .So we can actually we can 
make profit based on our service/product.  
 
3. Why do you think this company/enterprise/organization is a social enterprise bas-
ing on this definition? 
I think I wouldn’t say that AIESEC in Finland is entirely a social enterprise in 
the sense that apart from gaining profit from the service and products that  
we are selling to sustain our organization, we also still getting support from 
foundations or national government as well. So right now the ratio of profit 
we generate, from our own activities are around 70%, then 30% from govern-
ment and foundations. But why I still consider AIESEC in Finland as a social  
even though 30% of the income is from the bodies we don’t directly contrib-
ute to is because we are a social enterprise and then the main people we try 
to serve is actually still the students and also the society. Also, base on the 
current economic situation, not all the students or the schools we are provid-
ing the service to cannot fully finance the service we provide to them. That is 
why the money we get from the government are supporting directly in kind of 
our product, because that is also the interest of the government. That’s why 
we feel that event though 30% of the income are not from the direct custom-
er, but still it comes from the society we are trying to contribute to. 
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4. Do you think this business model as a social enterprise is the same or different 
comparing to the majority of social enterprises in Finland? What is the similari-
ty/difference? 
I think it is quite similar on the basis how we see the investment of our stake-
holders. I think in AIESEC in Finland we do get investment from the Government 
and we can tell that as the perspective of public sectors. But I know that other 
social enterprises, when they are in the starting phase or when they are ex-
panding their operations, they do need funding from either public or private 
sector so that they can grow bigger. So that’s why I feel that if our aim is to 
sustain ourself just by the product or service we provide to, at the same time if 
we want to expand, that is why we are getting some fund from public or pri-
vate sector, but still, we are a social enterprise. 
 
5. What do you think is the impact brought to the society by this business model? 
I think the impact of AIESEC in Finland for the Finnish society is in general provide 
the opportunity for young people in Finland to gain the relevant experiences to 
become a better leader, to have a cross generational impact to the society. To be 
more concrete, I think the opportunity we give to the young people to encourage 
them to be more involved in the current issues, to be more aware what is going 
on, to be more open minded and daring and also to learn from a global environ-
ment. So they can understand how other countries’ youth and then tackle the 
same issues from their own issue. 
 
 
B. Sustainability of a social enterprise 
 
5. How does  the company/enterprise/organization sustain itself ? 
As I was saying before, our organization sustains by the service and product we pro-
vide. So 20% of the income directly comes from our member associations because we 
provide them service, 30% comes from the public funding, and then 50% comes from 
the services we directly provide to. So basically within this 50%, more than half from 
the engagement activities that we provide to the companies, another half is from 
providing interns for the companies so that they can expand abroad or either have a 
skill that they want to acquire.  
 
6. According to you, what makes a social enterprise sustainable? Is this still applicable for 
long-term? 
I think the main thing is that to have a very good business model to understand where 
the income comes from and where the expenses go. And also, the second thing, is to 
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put more resources on the main product or services so the they can generate more in-
come. Do not invest money in the beginning phase to something that is not going to 
give you good return. Secondly, as a social enterprise, it is very important to engage 
all the stakeholders to understand your business model, and also to understand the 
value and purpose behind the social enterprise. The reason is, right now there are a 
lot of NGOs in the society, there are not so many of social enterprises, a lot of our 
stakeholders are not used to the fact that they have to pay to get some services than 
they may be able get from NGOs that doesn’t charge them anything. This  means first 
of all we have to tell them the business model and the impact we want to create. 
Secondly, we have to make it different in term of our product and service compare 
with other NGOs, or may be social enterprises our product and service will be more 
competitive, because actually people would like to pay for a difference. Thirdly, to 
have a social enterprise, you should understand the return of the investment on any 
of the big investment, and also to have a checkpoint, not every year but it should be 
more often. For example, if we are making an investment in AIESEC in Finland, first 
we have to report our governance body the Board. If the Board agrees on that so we 
will provide the board a cash flow on the investment every month. So within half a 
year we understand if the investment worth it or not. If it were not worth it, we will 
cut it. And then if there are some investments bringing a lot of outcome then we can 
keep investing on them even more. So that’s for a social enterprise, especially if a 
NGO transforming to a social enterprise. In our case, we need to have a very good fi-
nancial management.  
 
In term of financial sustainability, I don’t think there will be so much different be-
tween a social enterprise and a traditional company. What I think is the difference 
from a social enterprise and a traditional company is that social enterprises try to 
give back to the customer at the same time. And also it really cares for its people. 
That’s why social enterprises don’t want to earn so big amount of money. The profit is 
just to sustain their business so that they are willing to provide service with low 
price.  Even for the social enterprise, the mindset is that you still  have to make 
money, develop your product and service. 
 
7. Do you think the sustainability that we are discussing will be the same with other social 
enterprises? If not.  Why? 
I think. Definitely it is. I I just say is very simple business logic and it should be appli-
cable for any companies. 
 
8. How does sustainability differ in short term and long term?  
 46 
  
Yeah, I definitely think so. I think in AIESEC in general, we are trying to learn to be a 
very successful social enterprise. Because if you think for an organization, the goal in 
short term and long term are quite different. In short term, the goal is about estab-
lishment, also about to get loyal customers to buy our product, also to have good PR 
activities so we get enough supporters so we get more of the customers. This means 
in the beginning of the phase we may need to have supporters and partners to help us 
when it comes to product development and the marketing strategy,etc… And then we 
may need to think about product’s sustainability in term of research and develop-
ment, because in the beginning of a social enterprise, we may get so much more in-
vestment than the return. However,  once we get the radical customer base, then it is 
also time to think more about the sustainability in term of financial, because we need 
to increase the customer based from loyal-customers into mass-customer, then we 
will be able to get the financial sustainability, then we can grow in a very focus way.  
 
C. Future of social enterprises 
 
6. What comment would you say about the current development stage of social enterprise 
in Finland? 
I think I have seen a lot of start-ups who may be don’t identify themselves as social 
enterprises, but they are doing social enterprise business model. I think that the good 
think in Finland is that a lot of organizations understand if they are start-ups, they 
are born global, because there may not have so many customers traditionally in Fin-
land,  that’s why they needed to already have a lot of publicity from the beginning. 
That’s why a lot of start-ups social enterprises were very engage when comes to start-
up fair. That’s a good way in general for Finnish social enterprises to go Global. And 
then I think Finnish social enterprises they need to get more global talents as well, in 
order to be able to reach that. Secondly of all, there are a lot of traditional social en-
terprises in some certain industries that may be based on the engery natural rsources 
still. What is important for them is to increase their competitiveness and then trans-
form their organizations so they can be more efficient and become more competitive 
in the global scale. I don’t really know that much about those company but I do think 
they will need young talents so they will be able to have also digital innovation to im-
prove their ready industry or managements or leadership processes. Also may be, 
have an innovative way to interact and convert their customers as well. 
 
7. What trend you can predict  in this development? 
I think the more people will start to discuss on the topic, even though it happens 
slowly. There will be more companies actually understands that they are social enter-
prises. I think the development of Finland is natural in the sense that company will 
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take more care of their employees. I think Finland it is switching between employees’ 
benefit culture( in term of how much benefit you get, what kind of bonus you will 
have, what kind of commission), I think this money wide focus will switch into long 
term career development, family caring or orientation. We see now few companies in 
Finland are taking this.  
8. Will the sustainable factors remain the constant or it will be different? What will be the 
difference? 
I think it is different, because we know that: firstly, the labour market in Finland is 
now growing, because the population is now growing so there will be more and more 
international people to join Finnish labour market.Also in general, there will be more 
and more young people to join the working environment as well. That means innova-
tion factor, the processes, management, and leadership needed in the companies are 
changing, because the people are changing, and because the people are one of the 
three most important factors of the social enterprise. That’s why I think the sustaina-
bility factor may change in term of what exactly people want. One thing that remain 
the same is people’s focus on social enterprise will not change. But what exactly peo-
ple want will be changed. 
 
9. What will be the next stage of social enterprise in Finland? 
I don’t know exactly how it will happen but I wish to happen more Finnish companies 
will get more accreditation for social enterprise base on the core operation they do, 
the business they are in. Secondly, I think I hope more companies will be taking care 
of their employees on the higher level in the companies. They will think about their 
employees as their assets instead of their investment. 
 
10. What are the possibility and challenge if a social enterprise would like to expand to 
other territory ? 
I think it really depends on what kind of business that social enterprise is having. I 
think if the social enterprise is very based on the natural resources. I think expanding 
to other countries where there is more natural resources. that may be one possibility. 
On the other hand, if the production is not rely on the natural resources. For exam-
ple, Globe hope focuses on recycling. In this kind of company, you don’t usually earn 
a lot of money, I think there product is quite expensive. But what makes them famous 
is there brand and good cost. So globally, this kind of successful social enterprise are 
also run because they make awareness of their brand so visible, that is something 
that social enterprises should notice as opportunities, also the criteria for them to 
expand abroad.  
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Appendix 3 
 
Interview transcribe :interviewee #2 
 
General understanding 
 
1. What is the business model of this company/enterprise/organization? 
Two year ago when it was late 2012, I went to Kupio and I met one of my friend. 
She is a medical doctor there. And we had a discussion, that if some one have an 
idea as an entrepreneur that there are very limited resources to you get started, 
and I experienced it myself. I had a business and then I basically boost myself. So 
we thought one of the thing we can do from here is to help entrepreneur get 
started. And then it was for me business point of view.  I would like it to be a 
business but at the same time I would like it to be a social enterprise where we 
don’t make money, or we make money, but at the same time we invest money 
back into people. So we came up with the Founder ‘s Cradle(FC). What FC tried 
to do is that to provide a platform for entrepreneur to accelerate in a way, and 
then we provide them with resources regarding finance, knowledge and then all 
kind of tools that well hope them to grow their business. The idea is that we put a 
couple of funds together and then we invest the money in the people. So, lets 
say, the idea is that we will have an eight week acceleration program where we 
bring people with different expertizes. I was a platform for people with different 
background, business and all kinds of skills to come together to form  a business. 
And then we will take them to an eight-weeks program where they would take 
their business. In this eight weeks, we will teach them the concept called lean 
Launchpad which  is a methodology of building business and then after eight 
weeks, they will have a fully function business. They will go out, talk to custom-
ers and design the prototype or the scope of the business. And then after that, we 
also expose them to investors, both from local inverstors and international inves-
tors. So this is the basic idea. And then, the money that we put into the business 
is mainly to help them get started. So this is just the idea of FC, if I summarized 
it very well. 
 
2. How do you define a social enterprise? 
According to me, it is kind of an intersection between people, planet, and profit. 
I used it to define social enterprise very easily. In this business aspect, you think 
way much more about the people, and then of course a little bit of profit,and at 
the same time benefit the society as a whole. So if you have that as a foundation 
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for your business, I think I would like to see you as an social enterprise in this 
way.  
 
3. Why do you think this company/enterprise/organization is a social enterprise bas-
ing on this definition? 
When we started it, my partner wants to have it as a business, and I want to have 
it as a non-profit. So we came in between. The idea that we are having right now 
is that we will charge the people who we come to this program a very small fee. 
And the fee is to help us to able to provide the basic things for them. Our budget 
for the program is about 200,000$, and we charge only about 1,500$ from the 
students who are participating in the program. And how we intent to cover the 
rest of the fee from the beginning is to raise sponsorship. And in the long run, we 
will take the share from the companies. Let’s say we are going to have a hundred 
participates, and end of the programs they came up with 5 business idea, Found-
er’s Cradle will take stock equity from those five businesses.  The essence of tak-
ing the stock equity is to be sustainable in the long run. When stock equity when 
they become cash, we can also fund Founder’s cradle. That’s the profit side. On 
the people’s side, we aim at develop capable people who can innovate solutions 
to solve problem locally. On the planet side, also known as society side, the idea 
that are taken to Founder’s Cradle, they must be able to move Nigeria, or Africa 
forward. For instance: solving water problem, solving unemployment problem, or 
solving electricity, energy problem.    
 
4. Do you think this business model as a social enterprise is the same or different 
comparing to the majority of social enterprises in Finland? What is the similari-
ty/difference? 
I’m not so familiar of the other organizations in Finland, I know for example I 
know start-up sauna is also a social enterprise, and what they do is also kinda 
similar as we we aimed to do in Founders’ cradle too. They bring entrepreneur 
together, the organize event and they raise fund. The only think I know is that 
they don’t take equity from the company. But I think they rely so much on grant, 
companies and whatsoever, but they call themselves a social enterprise. 
 
5. What do you think is the impact brought to the society by this business model? 
It is massive, really. May be I can start by this point of view. In the social system 
as Finland, if you want to provide a network system for entrepreneur, private ini-
tiative and government initiatives they have different roles. The government they 
have access to fund. For example Tekes, and government can also come up with 
policies to support entrepreneurs for example with lower taxes. And when you 
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think about private initiative like Startup Sauna, that actually understand how to 
create innovative environment and foster innovation, what kind of event and 
knowledge you have to bring to people and what kinds of methodology. And there 
is also a place for example integration with university where research and devel-
opment can be accessed. This is what Finland is really good at when it comes to 
build in start-up or encourage start-ups to come up with innovation. But when I 
think about my country, the government policies are not there, the funding is not 
there from the government. There are not acceleration programs, or there are 
very few of them in the country of 170 million people. There are a lot of social 
problems like inequality, a lot of people who are unemployed, people who dont 
have access to clean water, energy is really bad. Internet is not as strong as it 
supposed to be so that people can access to inforamtion and communication. So, 
these are the basic problems that people face. And what we are trying to do is to 
use private initiative in entrepreneur to solve these problem. One impact is that 
we can be able to create jobs. For instance, those one hunderd people will create 
5 businesses, and out of five businesses, each of them create 100 jobs after 5 
years, then you can calculate how many jobs will be created. That is the number 
one things that we are trying to do. And the second impact is that the businesses 
these guys are trying to create, they are solving social problems, so we can multi-
ply the effect in that sense. For instance, if one of them comes up with the solu-
tion for treating water, or cleaning water, imagine how many kids, or how many 
people would have access to safe water. The impact is quite massive. And let’s 
come back to Finland. What we are trying to do is we are trying to start the com-
pany here in Finland. We have access to the knowledge and resources. Finland is a 
very supportive country when it comes to entrepreneurship, also knowledge. And 
they have the model that we can duplicate over in Nigeria just by localizing. In a 
case I you can also see that the impact is spread to Nigeria, not just Finland only. 
So when we are approaching the investors or people who are willing to support 
us, this is the message we are trying to tell them that Finland is trying to help Ni-
geria in entrepreneurship in for instant ecology system. The impact is huge and it 
can last for 10, 15 years or as long as the organization exists.   
 
Sustainability of a social enterprise 
 
1. How does  the company/enterprise/organization sustain itself ? 
Right now we are not sustainable yet. It has been self-funded, meaning we has 
been invested our own saving to it. The first event was supposed to be held in this 
spring but it didn’t happened because my time limit. So our plan is to raise some 
funds from the businesses like Nokia, google, Microsoft, also from some non-profit 
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in Finland. For example: Finnpartnership which helps Finnish businesses to inter-
nationalize. We also identify some organization we can partner to. For instance 
Aalto University. Those are the ways use hope to sustain ourselves in the next one 
year. After the first one year, our outcome is to form at least 20 businesses of 5 
people. And then what Founder’s Cradle is going to do is that we will take equity 
from those companies. Out of the fund we get from those companies, we will in-
vest at least 5000-10.000$ to support those companies. We expect them to be 
profitable already in 2-3 years so that we can take equity from those companies 
so that Founder’s Cradle can be sustainable. So this is our plan right now in the 
short-term.  
 
2. According to you, what makes a social enterprise sustainable? Is this still applica-
ble for long-term? 
I think that people who came up with the ideas are people who wants to express 
their voice. I mean there are people who recognized their voice, and they want to 
use their voice to other people. For example, employers who employed the disa-
bled people, they understand the impact of living, and at the same time contrib-
uting to the world.  And I think you can get to this point when you recognize you 
are useful for yourself and you think about those people who have got the talent 
but because of the physical disability, they are not able to contribute to the 
world. So I would like to start with that, you need that self-awareness or under-
stand that there are people in the world can do much more than what society, 
what the environment can give to them.  So that is the number one thing you 
have to do to be sustainable, because without that vision, you can’t stand the 
test of time. By this I mean the impact, the vision of how you want to social the 
problem, that vision has always to be there. Without that impact, even if you 
have a lot of money, you may not be sustainable. Second thing is you need to 
have the right people to help you to build the organization, because you cannot 
do it alone. And those people has to bind to the vision, to the problem we are go-
ing to solve, not that we will make a lot of money. You need a lot of altruistic 
people around, People who have a high altruistic value. And the third one you 
need is money, you need access to capital, of course. Because no matter how big 
the problem you want to solve, if you don’t have money, it will not be sustainable 
anyway. Also when I mentioned about the people, they have to be very skillful 
and knowledgeable about the problem that they are trying to solve. These are the 
three things that I personally think essential for the development of a social en-
terprise.  
I think this more is for long-term, the only things is that may be later along the 
longer life, you will discover a new way to be sustainable on top of that. At the 
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moment, we are very passionate about it, say passionate about the experimenta-
tion. And because we are very passionate to experiment, we don’t want to fix to 
it. For me on the long time point of view. I think it is possible to keep it going like 
this. Except if business stops to exist or society stop to exist. But it seems hard to 
happened,right?  
 
3. Do you think the sustainability that we are discussing will be the same with other 
social enterprises? If not.  Why? 
Let’s do it this way, suppose that we take out the money, there are still only peo-
ple and impact, so where will the money come from to sustain it? IF you don’t 
have the money, it doesn’t sustainable. Let’s take the people await, we have so-
ciety, and money. Is that still a social enterprise? Then its more about foundation 
and government. I cant imagine how can we call it social enterprise anymore. 
 
4. How does sustainability differ in short term and long term?  
How do I define sustainability in short term. I would say that we have to be sus-
tainable from the beginning. But the approach may be different. I may take up to 
three years for instant to have cash from the investment we are putting to start 
up the enterprise. But on the short term point of view we have to figure out the 
way to earn money. For example to collaborate with companies and businesses 
who may have potential interest in some of the entrepreneurs that we bring to-
gether.  And then at the same time, some of idea that we also came up with is to 
charge a small amount of fee from participants. We also thought of creating some 
short of online platform that people need to subcribe to or we organize event 
that people need to pay to participate. These will be the cash flow for the com-
panies in the first two or three years. And then when the investment in the com-
pany is going to be mature already then we can have much more capital on the a 
longer time basis. So to summarize, in short term, we have to see what we have 
and what we can access right now in order to sustain.   
 
Future of social enterprise 
1. What comment would you say about the current development stage of social en-
terprise in Finland? 
Current social enterprises in Finland, most of them are doing quite well. For ex-
ample Start- up Saunna. In research point of view, I think Finland has enough re-
sources for social enterprises. For example funds (Sitra). One example of social 
enterprise in Finland is the online platform. People build this platform to bring 
coaches from all over the world. And it is online. The good thing is that with this 
kind of initiative you will never lack people to do. And it is more fun to do. The 
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only think I’m doubt is that if the purpose is not there, then it will not be able to 
stand the test of time.  
 
I personally think that the time when people talk a lot about social enterprises 
was three years ago. I mean it is not over, but it is not as much as high comparing 
three years ago. The reason for it is that there is not concrete structure or pro-
cess to prove them as social enterprises. Some of them, for example , Sibitecth, 
say that they are social enterprise because it gives free platform for people to 
educate. So, if I have to formulate my thought, it is that people will not aim 
much about People, planet approach. Instead, they will say they are social enter-
prise because they have some free element in their business models. they don’t 
really be a social enterprise in the bank. It means a lot of social enterprises will 
have a lot of cash in the bank, and they have dividends, they will have investors. 
But it will be much more kind of Gravity toward business. But what would be good 
is that it would not be business as usual. I mean people will be much more con-
scious about the environmental footprint, about how they treat people. They will 
be much more their suppliers and whatsoever. They are looking themselves as a 
social enterprise rather than Tom’s shoes model, for example where a significant 
part of profit is decicated to bring the impact. I have been observing the trend, 
or the talks about social enterprise, not as high as it was 2-3 years ago. But this is 
only my personal judgement.   
 
2. What trend you can predict in this development? 
I think that when you talk about social enterprise in Finland, you have to look at 
different dimensions. Actually, I will look at it from the point that human are al-
ways looking for more and can destroy everything easily. I have the feeling that 
because Finland got to the point that where they are pretty much advance in eve-
rything, things started to go as a downward trend. As you can see from recent 
news about how kids behave in schools, bullying at schools, a lot of people get-
ting drunk on the street. People don’t want to work. They just want to stay at 
home. I think it is negative. Because they got to the point that people very satis-
fy, those people they don’t pay much attention to the things that are going to the 
downward trend. Comparing to the one the I describe about Nigeria where people 
are much lower comparing to Finland. What I am trying to say is the approach of 
social enterprise has to pay attention to the point of view when It is not about 
empowering people to make money or to develop society, it should be more rele-
vant to the society, the reality. For example from the point of view of equality 
among people, when you tend to make a lot of money, you tend to look down on 
people. This is also something social enterprise can approach in Finland. For ex-
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ample, when some immigrants comes to Finland, helping Finns to see immigrants 
as human being as well as long as those people are contributing to the society. 
Those are the roles that they can play in the society. Also, for instance, to en-
courage people to live much more responsible life than just drinking, not going to 
work. In addition, for example education, Finland is better than many countries 
when It comes to education. Social entrepreneur from Finland can help other 
countries to build this kind of model.  
 
3. What are the possibility and challenge if a social enterprise would like to expand 
to other territory? 
I think the possibility is depending on the model. You can replicate and apply to 
another country if they a have a same problem. As you know the social problems 
in one country is so much different form the other one. You can take a model and 
local like it to another country. Another possibility, another good thing is that you 
can leverage its reputation form a country A and take it to country B. You can lev-
erage for example the resources, capital, and experience. These things make it 
much easier to go to another country. In addition, of course the challenge is relat-
ing to the possibility. For example, in the first case, you just can’t take something 
and take it to another country, in a way that may limit the possibility to expand, 
especially when we are from a advance countries as Finland. The social enterpris-
es in Finland may expand to Nordic countries for example because they have simi-
lar problem, similar developing level. Second challenge would be finding people. 
Looking at the Maslow’s Hierarchy of need. So not all of the people can think of 
solving a social problem is more important than securing their life. They don’t 
think much about social enterprises, they think about capitalism how they make 
the most money out of the business. Of course there are exceptions, there are 
people who think by solving those problems they can also make a lot of money. 
The challenge would be to people the people with this vision and purpose. Anoth-
er challenge would be the ability to access the fund to go to other country. It can 
also be cultural issue. For example, something that is seen as a social problem in 
Finland can just be a normal thing in another country.   
 
